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MD131–1 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

DOE determined that aqueous processing was not a reasonable alternative
for pit conversion because current aqueous processes using existing facilities
would produce significant amounts of waste, and aqueous processing would
complicate international safeguard regimes.  Dry processing was analyzed in
the Storage and Disposition PEIS and this SPD EIS.  DOE is currently
demonstrating the dry plutonium conversion process as an integrated system
at LANL.  This activity is described in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), which is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.  There is no alternative in this
SPD EIS that evaluates dissolving pits.

DOE is not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueous
process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part of
the MOX facility.  DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion
facility.  For this reason, the thermal process for removing gallium may not be
needed in the pit conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2).  Plutonium
dioxide is the starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either
the immobilization or MOX fuel approach.

On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the
analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide.  Appendix N was deleted from
the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to the
impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.
Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated with
plutonium polishing.

MD131–2 Facility Accidents

DOE published a standard to address the issue of aircraft crash analysis
entitled, Accident Analysis for Aircraft Crash Into Hazardous Facilities
(DOE-STD-3014-96, October 1996).  DOE was cognizant of NRC NUREG-0800
in its development of DOE-STD-3014.  The method outlined in DOE-STD-3014
is the one used for this SPD EIS.  Estimated frequencies, consequences, and
risks of aircraft crashes depend on a number of factors, such as building size
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the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  This new
report includes the cost associated with plutonium polishing in the estimates
for the MOX facility.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131–1.

MD131–6 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The space needed for the dry process is expected to be smaller than that
needed for the aqueous process.  The estimated maximum floor space required
for the proposed pit conversion facility using the dry process is approximately
8,055 m2 (186,700 ft2) for Pantex.  The canyons at SRS are much larger than
the proposed pit conversion facility.  The footprint alone of F-Canyon is over
23,876 m2 (257,000 ft2).  If one were to add up all of available floor space
throughout the building, it would be over 464,515 m2 (500,000 ft2).

MD131–7 MOX RFP

The failure or delay of DOE to deliver plutonium dioxide to the contractor
according to schedule would require the contractor to supply its mission
reactors with replacement LEU fuel at increased costs.  This amendment to
the RFP is for the protection of the contractor, regardless of the source of the
delay in providing the plutonium dioxide.

MD131–8 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

It is not certain that plutonium dioxide would have to be high-temperature
fired prior to shipment and storage to meet the DOE 3013 standard, Criteria
for Preparing and Packaging Plutonium Metals and Oxides for Long-Term
Storage.  High-temperature-fired dioxide can be used for either the
immobilization or MOX approach; it just does not dissolve as readily as
material that has not been subjected to the higher temperatures.  The report
to which the commentor may be referring, Final Data Report Response to
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the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement
Data Call for Generic Site Add-On Facility for Plutonium Polishing
(ORNL/TM-13669, June 1998) indicates that it is better not to subject the
plutonium dioxide to the higher-temperature processing, but does not indicate
that plutonium dioxide processed at higher temperatures is unacceptable as
feed for either immobilization or MOX fuel fabrication.  The transportation
analysis assumes the oxides would be in compliance with the DOE
3013 standard.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131–1.

MD131–9 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Use of F-Canyon at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either the
immobilization or MOX facility would require reconfiguring the canyon and
keeping it in operation for another 10 years or more.  DOE has already made
a commitment to the public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut the
canyon down.  DOE presented the SRS Chemical Separation Facilities
Multi-Year Plan to Congress in 1997.  This plan provides the DOE strategy
for the expeditious stabilization of SRS nuclear materials in accordance with
DNFSB Recommendation 94-1, and provides for the early stabilization of
certain limited quantities of plutonium materials from RFETS.  Once this
stabilization effort was complete, the canyon would be shut down and D&D
activities would begin.  In addition, this process would make the surplus
material considerably more weapons-usable, and as such would not fulfill the
purpose and need of the proposed action.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131–5.

MD131–10 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

CEQ regulations for NEPA in 40 CFR 1502.18 state that an appendix shall:
(a) consist of material prepared in connection with an EIS (as distinct from
material which is not so prepared and which is incorporated by reference);
(b) normally consist of material which substantiates any analysis fundamental
to the EIS; (c) normally be analytic and relevant to the decision to be made;
and (d) be circulated with the EIS or be readily available on request.  In
accordance with CEQ regulations, lengthy technical discussions of modeling
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methodology, baseline studies, or other work are best reserved for an appendix.
In other words, if technically trained individuals are the only ones likely to
understand a particular discussion, then that discussion should be included
as an appendix, and a plain language summary of the analysis and conclusions
of that technical discussion should be included in the text of the EIS.

MD131–11 DOE Policy

The quantities and locations of surplus weapons-grade plutonium material
are discussed in Chapter 1 of the Storage and Disposition PEIS.  As shown
in Section 2.2.1 of the PEIS, Hanford had 11 t (12.1 tons) of plutonium material,
of which only about 4 t (4.4 tons) fell within the scope of weapons-usable
plutonium as defined in the document.  The Storage and Disposition
PEIS ROD determined that DOE would immobilize at least 8 t (9 tons) because
it was not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication due to the complexity, timing, and
cost that would be involved in purifying these materials.  As described in this
SPD EIS, DOE identified an additional 9 t (10 tons) of plutonium as unsuitable
for the same reasons.  For analysis purposes, this EIS assesses the
environmental impacts of implementing the hybrid approach (immobilizing
17 t [19 tons] of surplus plutonium and using 33 t [36 tons] for MOX fuel)
and immobilizing all 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium.

GEDDES, RICHARD  L.
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MD131–12 Pit Demonstration EA

DOE believes that it took the correct NEPA approach with regard to the
action proposed in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA
(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), and that this action does not prejudice future
action under this SPD EIS.  In that EA, DOE proposed a limited-scope
demonstration at LANL to test an integrated pit disassembly and conversion
process on a relatively small sample of plutonium pits (250) and metals.  The
information gathered from the demonstration will be used to supplement
information developed to support the construction of a full-scale pit
conversion facility, if DOE decides to build such a facility based on analysis
presented in this SPD EIS.  In compliance with DOE’s NEPA regulations
(10 CFR 1021), that EA discussed the No Action Alternative in addition to
the proposed action.  Based on the analysis in the EA, DOE concluded that
the proposed action did not constitute a major Federal action affecting the
environmental quality, and therefore issued a FONSI on August 14, 1998.

The plutonium metal and dioxide that will be produced during the
demonstration will be staged in existing special nuclear material storage
facilities at LANL until a decision is made on the ultimate disposition strategy.
The resulting plutonium metal and dioxide will be suitable for disposition
either using immobilization or for use in MOX fuel.  No new storage
construction will be required, and there will be no need to increase the storage
limits of the existing facilities.  The demonstration will result in a small net
increase in the amount of surplus plutonium at LANL.  DOE intends to ship
LANL’s total surplus plutonium to the disposition site or sites that are chosen
as a part of the ROD for this SPD EIS.  These demonstration storage activities
are part of the ongoing operations discussed in the Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement on the Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0238, January 1999), which is incorporated by reference
in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA.

MD131–13 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The HYDOX (dry) process described for the pit conversion facility in
Section 2.4.1.2 is a process for converting plutonium metal with certain
impurities to a plutonium dioxide with a minimum of impurities.  In the HYDOX
process, the pit hemishells (i.e., nonpit plutonium metal) would be placed
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into the HYDOX module, where the metal would be exposed to and react with
hydrogen, then nitrogen, and finally oxygen at controlled temperatures and
pressures to produce plutonium dioxide.  This is one variation of the basic
hydride-dehydride process; another would produce a metal rather than an
oxide.  The process described in this SPD EIS is not only representative of
the proposed process, but is bounding for potential impacts, including
accidents.  However, a pit disassembly and conversion demonstration aimed
at optimizing process operations for the pit conversion facility is under way
at LANL.  Should evidence from that demonstration or other research
invalidate the analyses reflected in this EIS, additional NEPA documentation
would be prepared.

MD131–14 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

While the SRS FB-Line and associated facilities could be configured to
disassemble and declassify pits leaving the plutonium in the metal form, the
surplus plutonium disposition program requires that the plutonium metal be
converted to oxide for subsequent disposition actions.  Therefore, additional
processing would be required later to complete the disposition objective.  In
addition, use of FB-Line for this function would extend its life beyond the
timeframe that DOE currently intends to operate this facility.

MD131–15 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The ability to bring a Government facility on line depends largely on the
ability to obtain the required level of congressional funding.  Nevertheless,
DOE needs to estimate the duration of the construction period in order to
assess potential environmental impacts.  Based on experience with similar
facilities, DOE estimates that it would take 3 years to construct the pit
conversion facility.  If congressional funding were secured after the ROD
was issued, construction could start in 2001, with facility operation beginning
in 2004.  The 3-year construction period would result in potential impacts
more intense than those spread over a longer period.

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated facility
for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that would be
used in this facility are not entirely new.  Many of these processes are in use
at LANL and LLNL.  In addition, DOE has recently started a pit disassembly
and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where processes will be
further developed and tested.

GEDDES, RICHARD  L.
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MD131–16 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the timeframe for the
surplus plutonium disposition program.  The schedules presented in
Appendix E reflect the design, construction, and operation timeframes DOE
has proposed for the surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  DOE believes
that these schedules can be met and has used them to evaluate the potential
impacts of its proposed actions.  DOE’s MOX RFP specified a timetable
including first insertion of production, not test, fuel no later than the end of
calendar year 2007, and a date of last insertion no later than 2019.  This
timetable was acceptable to DCS, the team that was selected for this effort.
However, because there could be some delays associated with issues such
as negotiations with other countries, Section 4.30.2 includes a discussion of
incremental impacts of variations in that schedule.  As explained in that
section, certain impacts (e.g., exposure) would occur only or primarily during
processing, and the total impacts would not change even if the processing
schedule were extended or shortened.  For example, if the operating period of
the MOX facility were extended by 1 year, the total dose and LCFs for the
worker and the public would remain essentially unchanged, though the annual
dose would be expected to decrease.  If the facility were not operating, or
operating at a lower throughput, the dose rate would be lower.  Then the only
contributors would be small amounts of internal equipment contamination
and material in highly shielded storage, and presumably fewer workers would
be at the facility.  Total impacts from these internal sources, however, would
depend on the period of operations; lengthening operations for 1 year would
mean continued impacts at the levels described in Chapter 4 of Volume I for
1 year or longer.

MD131–17 Waste Management

Section 2.4.1.2 of the SPD Draft EIS states that HEU and classified metal
shapes would be decontaminated.  Waste volumes listed in Chapter 4 of
Volume I and Appendix H include wastes generated by the HEU
decontamination process.

GEDDES, RICHARD  L.
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MD131–18 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.  The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

MD131–19 Alternatives

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and Management (SSM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996)
states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site that
does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost
of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium
operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities.  The SSM PEIS
states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is
maximizing the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear
weapons complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21st century;
thus, no new facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management
missions.  Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with
existing infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission.
Although Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons
assembly and disassembly mission and a nonintrusive pit reuse program, it
was not considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because
it did not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEIS
siting assumption stated above.  Among the operations that were considered
in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were
plutonium foundry and mechanical processes including casting, shaping,
machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting
and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and
assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processing.

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversion
mission with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the
SSM PEIS has little or no bearing on siting criteria use in this SPD EIS.  Pit
disassembly and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical
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processes discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-
alone facility.  Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement
to use existing facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new
structure no matter where it is located.

MD131–20 Alternatives

The initial preference for Pantex and SRS as sites for the pit conversion
facility was based on a determination by DOE that the differences in
environmental impacts were modest, and thus did not warrant the preference
of one site over the other.  Existing infrastructure that supported placement
of the pit conversion facility at Pantex included security, staff expertise, and
the presence of the pits that need to be dismantled.  Costs for all required
infrastructure were estimated, and even with the additional waste management
and infrastructure support needed at Pantex, the cost differences were not
considered significant.

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing,
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and takes
advantage of existing infrastructure.

MD131–21 Alternatives

Pantex was identified as a candidate site for both the pit conversion and
MOX facilities in the NOI.  The alternatives that were added after the scoping
process to include Pantex as a candidate site for pit conversion were associated
with the immobilization-only options; Pantex had already been identified as a
candidate site for the pit conversion facility for a number of the hybrid
alternatives.  As discussed in Section 2.3.1, these options were added after
DOE confirmed that they met all the screening criteria.

GEDDES, RICHARD  L.
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MD131–22 Human Health Risk

Appendixes K.4 and K.5 present the hypothetical maximum accident impacts
on a receptor at each site boundary.  Although calculations show that most
accidents would yield somewhat higher doses to this receptor at Pantex—
given the proximity of the boundary to the release location, the meteorology,
and other factors—the differences from the perspective of health risk would,
in most cases, likely be minor.  This assertion is warranted by the cancer risk
values stipulated in Tables K–12, K–13, K–14, and K–25.

MD131–23 Cost Report

This comment is addressed in response MD131–18.

MD131–24 Cost Report

This comment is addressed in response MD131–18.

MD131–25 Cost Report

This comment is addressed in response MD131–18.

MD131–26 Cost Report

This comment is addressed in response MD131–18.



C
om

m
ent D

ocum
ents and R

esponses—
S

outh C
arolina

3
–

5
9

1

MD131

GEDDES, RICHARD  L.
PAGE 12 OF 17

26

27

28

29

30

25

MD131–27 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the storage of
plutonium pits at Pantex.  DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of pits
and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to address
plutonium storage requirements.  DOE has addressed some of the commentor’s
concerns in an environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pantex
pits into a more robust container.  This evaluation is documented in the
Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear
Weapon Components–AL–R8 Sealed Insert Container (August 1998).  This
document is on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this
supplement analysis, the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into
the AL–R8 sealed insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage
pits into the AT–400A container.

MD131–28 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in
AL–R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18
and Appendix L.5.1.

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the
Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated
Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996).
DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits in Zone 4 at Pantex
for long-term storage.  An appropriate environmental review will be conducted
when the specific proposal for this change has been determined; e.g., whether
additional magazines need to be air-conditioned.  The analysis in this SPD EIS
assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the
ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131–27.

MD131–29 Human Health Risk

In response to public concerns, a number of actions (see Appendix K.1.5.1)
have been taken to reduce the risk of an aircraft crash at Pantex.  The frequency
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of a crash into a pit conversion facility vault containing plutonium powder
(plutonium dioxide) is less than 1 in 10 million per year.  According to
conservative calculations (see Table K–12), this “beyond-extremely-unlikely”
accident (estimated frequency: lower than 1 in 1 million per year) would induce
4.5 LCFs in the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the site.

The impacts of explosives and the associated release of plutonium powder
into the environment have also been evaluated (Appendix K.1.5.2.1).  An
explosion would be “unlikely” (estimated frequency: 1 in 10,000 to
1 in 100 per year).  Conservative calculations (see Table K–12) indicate that
this accident would induce only 0.00011 LCF in the population within 80 km
(50 mi) of the site.  The inadvertent detonation of a nuclear warhead is not
considered credible.

Impacts associated with transporting plutonium dioxide from Pantex to offsite
facilities are addressed in this SPD EIS; an estimate of the maximum potential
impacts of such a shipment is included in Appendix L.6.3.  According to
conservative calculations, a transportation accident in an urban area would
produce 27 LCFs within a radius of 80 km (50 mi) of the accident location.
However, given the extremely low frequency of the accident (much lower
than 1 in 10 million per year), the actual risk of a fatal cancer is extremely low.
A transportation accident in a rural area, the scenario discussed in
Section 4.6.2.6, has a frequency of 1 in 10 million per year and a predicted
impact of less than 0.1 LCF.  The net result is an extremely low risk of a fatal
cancer among the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the accident.  In summary,
conservative evaluations indicate no significant safety concerns to the public
from locating the pit conversion facility at Pantex.

MD131–30 Transportation

The selection of sites for potential surplus plutonium disposition facilities
was based on a number of factors.  The location of the surplus pits at Pantex
was not the only reason for making it a reasonable alternative for siting the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  As indicated in Section 2.18,
no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological
exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.  Table L–6 shows the
transportation risks for all alternatives.  Analyses of transportation risks are
just one of the factors considered in the decisionmaking regarding
facility siting.

GEDDES, RICHARD  L.
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MD131–31 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

The potential cost saving that could result from the early movement of nonpit
surplus plutonium from RFETS and Hanford is based on the termination of
storage operations and required security at those sites.  Security is a major
cost involved with storage.  The same situation does not apply to Pantex,
which will continue its storage mission and associated security.  Further,
major upgrades of storage facilities at Pantex are not required, but DOE is
considering some upgrades (e.g., air conditioning, catwalks, standby power)
to address plutonium storage requirements.  Although SRS is preferred for
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, a decision has not
been made.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD131–32 Waste Management

An aqueous process for conversion of plutonium would need to be placed in
a new facility.  Existing canyon facilities are not configured for a plutonium
disposition mission and are either shut down or planned for shutdown
and D&D.

DOE is committed to waste minimization and pollution prevention throughout
the complex.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131–1.

MD131–33 Waste Management

This comment is addressed in response MD131–9.

MD131–34 Waste Management

Section 4.17.2.2 evaluates the potential impacts of operation of the pit
conversion and MOX facilities on the waste management infrastructure at
Pantex.  This section states that the 640 m3 (837 yd3) of TRU waste generated
over the 10-year operations period could be stored within the new pit
conversion and MOX facilities with minimal impact on existing waste
management infrastructure at Pantex.  The amount of waste generated by
D&D of the facilities would be determined by the future use selected for the
buildings and adjacent land areas.  As described in Section 4.31, DOE will
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evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the
surplus plutonium disposition program.  At that time, DOE will perform
engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further NEPA review to
assess the consequences of different courses of action.

MD131–35 Waste Management

Pantex’s lack of TRU waste capacity is discussed in Section S.7 of the
Summary, which states that because TRU waste is not routinely generated
and stored at Pantex, TRU waste storage space would be designated within
the pit conversion and MOX facilities.  Also, Section S.8 of the Summary
states that TRU waste storage at Pantex would be provided within the new
surplus plutonium disposition facility.  In addition, Section 4.17.2.2 assumes
that all TRU waste would be stored on the site before being shipped to WIPP
for disposal.  Although Pantex is not currently authorized to ship TRU waste
to WIPP, wastes produced by the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities could be accommodated in WIPP.  Section 4.17.2.6 includes an
analysis of the transport of TRU waste from Pantex to WIPP.  This analysis
would provide the NEPA documentation for these shipments if this alternative
were selected.

MD131–36 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding transportation of
wastes generated by the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.
The impacts of waste transportation are analyzed in detail in the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(WM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997).  As described in Appendix L.6.4 of
this SPD EIS, waste transportation at the sites would be handled in the same
manner as current waste shipments, and would generally not constitute a
major increase in the amounts or risks of waste currently being generated at
these sites and analyzed in the WM PEIS.  Therefore, this small increment of
shipments is not analyzed in this SPD EIS.  However, wastes could be
generated by surplus plutonium disposition activities that are not covered in
the WM PEIS: (1) TRU waste generated at Pantex; (2) some of the LLW
generated at Pantex; and (3) some of the LLW generated by lead assembly
fabrication at LLNL.  Shipment of Pantex TRU waste to WIPP, and Pantex and
LLNL LLW to NTS disposal facilities are analyzed in this SPD EIS with the

GEDDES, RICHARD  L.
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results presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix L.  Transportation
requirements for these wastes are not included in Table S–2 since this table
provides generic transportation requirements applicable to the listed facilities
regardless of site location.

MD131–37 Human Health Risk

As stated in Section 3.4.4.1.2, the 100-mrem dose is the dose measured at an
offsite control location.  It is the dose strictly associated with the natural
background levels of the area; no part of the dose is attributable to
above-background sources.  Therefore, there is no discrepancy in the
assertion of a zero dose (i.e., the dose level above background) for Pantex
construction workers.  A statement was added to applicable Chapter 3
(Volume I) sections to further clarify this issue.

MD131–38 Waste Management

The pit conversion facility would convert relatively clean plutonium metal
pits to clean plutonium dioxide.  In contrast, both the immobilization and
MOX facilities mix the plutonium with other materials, increasing the material
flow through the facility by a factor of 10 to 20.  Additionally, the immobilization
facility would handle plutonium in various forms, including fuel rods and
plates, impure oxides, and impure metals and alloys.  Each form of plutonium
requires different processing techniques; some would require significantly
more handling than pits require in the pit conversion facility and therefore
would generate more TRU waste.  Likewise, many steps are needed to fabricate
the clean plutonium dioxide into fuel assemblies in the MOX facility.  Because
the immobilization and MOX approaches are more complicated and process
a considerably larger total material throughput, it is estimated that more TRU
waste would be produced by the immobilization and MOX facilities than the
pit conversion facility.

MD131–39 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the fabrication of lead
assemblies at SRS.  As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on
consideration of capabilities of the candidate sites and input from DCS on
the MOX approach, DOE prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication.  LANL
is preferred because it already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not
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require major modifications, and takes advantage of existing infrastructure
and staff expertise.  Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would
be used to fabricate the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the
site.  DOE prefers ORNL for postirradiation examination activities.  ORNL has
the existing facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation
examination as a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to
facilities or processing capabilities would be required.  In addition, ORNL is
about 500 km (300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel.
Decisions on lead assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will
be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will
announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD131–40 Lead Assemblies

The lead assembly program, including determination of the number of lead
assemblies for test irradiation, was the product of close consultation with
representatives of the commercial nuclear industry.  Since publication of the
SPD Draft EIS, the number of lead assemblies has in fact been reduced to two
on the basis of information provided by DCS.  DCS indicated in its proposal
that two lead assemblies should be sufficient for its fuel qualification plan,
although it is possible that more than two would be required.  The potential
impacts of fabricating 10 lead assemblies and irradiating 8 of them were analyzed
in the SPD Draft EIS.  Should fewer lead assemblies than analyzed be
fabricated or irradiated, the potential impacts would be less than those
described in this SPD EIS.  This SPD EIS analyzes the potential impacts of
the fabrication of the lead assemblies.  Domestic, commercial reactors operate
under NRC license; therefore, the use of MOX fuel lead assemblies would be
subject to review and regulation by NRC.

MD131–41 Lead Assemblies

The purpose of the lead assembly project is to qualify fuel for the MOX
approach to surplus plutonium disposition.  In this SPD EIS, it is assumed
that the plutonium would come from dismantled pits or existing supplies of
surplus metal and oxide at LANL.
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MD184–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel).  The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.  In keeping with the
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of U.S. surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  In addition, the
MOX facility would be open to international inspections.

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition.  Transportation of special
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system.  Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
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fatality or release of radioactive material.  The transportation requirements for
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.
Transportation impacts of the MOX approach are summarized in Chapter 4
of Volume I and Appendix L.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

MD184–2 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns.

MD184–3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.
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SCD05–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex.  Experienced workers would be used, and specific training
would be provided to all workers involved in the surplus plutonium disposition
program.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD91–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD65–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD59–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD99–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the surplus plutonium
disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions
and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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MD244–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
However, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

The DOE disposition facilities proposed in this SPD EIS would be at locations
where plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by
applicable DOE safeguards and security directives.  Safeguards and security
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, information
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurance.
Security for the SRS facilities would be implemented commensurate with the
usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device.
SRS has sitewide security services.  Physical barriers; access control systems;
detection and alarm systems; procedures, including the two-person rule
(which requires at least two people to be present when working with special
nuclear materials in the facility); and personnel security measures, including
security clearance investigations and access authorization levels, would be
used to ensure that special nuclear materials stored and processed inside are
adequately protected.  Closed-circuit television, intrusion detection, motion
detection, and other automated materials monitoring methods would
be employed.  Furthermore, the physical protection, safeguards, and security
for the MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance
with NRC regulations.
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MD244–2 MOX Approach

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner.  The purpose of the MOX approach is to convert surplus plutonium
to a form that meets the Spent Fuel Standard, thereby providing evidence of
irreversible disarmament and establishing a model for proliferation resistance.
The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to
make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive
for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.  While it is true
that not all the plutonium would be consumed during irradiation in a nuclear
reactor, the resulting spent fuel would have a radiation barrier equivalent to
LEU spent fuel, and recovery of this plutonium would be extremely dangerous,
time consuming, and costly.

MD244–3 Immobilization

In the Immobilization Technology Down-Selection Radiation Barrier
Approach (UCRL-ID-127320, May 1997), LLNL recommended that DOE pursue
only the can-in-canister immobilization approach based upon its superiority
to the homogenous approaches in terms of timeliness, higher technical
viability, lower costs, and to a lesser extent, lower environmental and health
risks.  Based on further recommendations from a committee of experts
representing DOE, the national laboratories, and outside reviewers, DOE
subsequently determined that immobilizing surplus plutonium materials
would be best accomplished using the ceramic can-in-canister approach.
NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic
can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
The immobilization process is further discussed in Section 2.4.2.2.2.

MD244–4 Transportation

As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.
Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition.  Transportation of special
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nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system.  Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material, and no material has been diverted
by terrorists.  Section 2.4.4 and Appendix L describe DOE’s transportation
and material protection activities.

MD244–5 Human Health Risk

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential human health impacts that
might result from construction and operation of the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities.  The Human Health Risk and Facility
Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I discuss the effects on the public
of potential radiological releases.  DOE policy places public safety above
other program goals, and requirements have been established to protect the
safety and health of the public.  DOE considers the protection of the public
against accidents in the design, location, construction, and operation of
its facilities.

MD244–6 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy.  It has conducted public
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations to engender
a high level of public dialogue on the program.  Hearings on this SPD EIS
were held in Washington, Texas, South Carolina, Oregon, Idaho, and
Washington, D.C.  The office has also provided the public with substantial
information in the form of fact sheets, reports, exhibits, visual aids, and
videos related to fissile materials disposition issues.  It hosts frequent
workshops, and senior staff members make presentations to local and national
civic and social organizations on request.  Additionally, various means of
communication—mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and a Web site
(http://www.doe-md.com)—have been provided to facilitate the public
dialogue.  It is DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of
national and international importance.
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I wanted to register an opinion.  My name is Lois Helms.  I
live in Winnsboro, South Carolina.  I’m opposed to the
plans for a MOX plant at the Savannah River Site.  I think
it’s a hazardous program and has many short comings and
is being rushed through without efficiency.

PD043
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PAGE 1 OF 1

1

PD043–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the MOX facility at
SRS.  This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated
with implementing the proposed surplus plutonium disposition activities at
the candidate sites.  The results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of
Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities
would not have major impacts at any of those sites including SRS.

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing
infrastructure and staff expertise.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD63–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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1

SCD57–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.



C
om

m
ent D

ocum
ents and R

esponses—
S

outh C
arolina

3
–

6
1

1

L EAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF SOUTH CAROLINA
M ARY T. KELLY
PAGE 1 OF 5

1

2

3

4

MD169

MD169–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about the public hearings for
discussion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  DOE believes that
the hearing in question was objective and open; everyone who attended was
provided an opportunity to comment orally or in writing.  Moreover, all
comments submitted were given equal consideration relative to the
preparation of this SPD EIS.

MD169–2 Other

The management and operations contractor for SRS is required to operate
the site in compliance with applicable laws and regulations, including DOE
environmental, safety, and health directives.  If DOE implements alternatives
for the disposition of surplus plutonium that result in the construction and
operation of facilities at SRS, compliance with applicable laws and regulations
would apply to the management and operations contractor regardless of the
contractor’s previous experience.

As discussed in Section 3.5, operational reactors at SRS have been shut
down.  Active missions at the site are summarized in Table 3–38.  Workers in
safety-sensitive positions at SRS must satisfy DOE’s qualifications for such
positions.  As discussed throughout Chapter 4 of Volume I, implementation
of alternatives that would result in construction of new facilities at SRS
would have no major impact on the regional workforce.

MD169–3 DOE Policy

The scope of this SPD EIS is focused on analysis of alternatives on
weapons-usable plutonium that has been declared surplus to national security
needs.  It does not address nonsurplus plutonium (e.g., strategic reserves) or
other fissile materials such as HEU, which would continue to be stored at
sites other than SRS.  Therefore, all material would not be concentrated
at SRS.

The Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I summarize accident
analyses for SRS.  Details are provided in Appendix K.
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The proposed DOE surplus plutonium disposition facilities are all at locations
where plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by
applicable DOE safeguards and security directives.  Safeguards and security
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, information
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurance.
Security for the SRS facilities would be implemented commensurate with the
usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device.
SRS has sitewide security services.  Physical barriers; access control systems;
detection and alarm systems; procedures, including the two-person rule
(which requires at least two people to be present when working with special
nuclear materials in the facility); and personnel security measures, including
security clearance investigations and access authorization levels, would be
used to ensure that special nuclear materials stored and processed inside are
adequately protected.  Closed-circuit television, intrusion detection, motion
detection, and other automated materials monitoring methods would be
employed.  Furthermore, the physical protection, safeguards, and security
for the MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance
with NRC regulations. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical cost
reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MD169–4 Nonproliferation

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner.  Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this.
Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  For
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation

L EAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF SOUTH CAROLINA
M ARY T. KELLY
PAGE 2 OF 5



C
om

m
ent D

ocum
ents and R

esponses—
S

outh C
arolina

3
–

6
1

3

MD169

L EAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF SOUTH CAROLINA
M ARY T. KELLY
PAGE 3 OF 5

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.  The decision on
disposition of surplus HEU calls for blending down this material to LEU that
is suitable for reactor use.  Therefore, this uranium fuel for commercial reactors
would no longer be weapons grade and would be the same as other commercial
uranium fuel.

MD169–5 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the use of MOX
fuel in commercial reactors.  Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential
environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the
reactors that would use the MOX fuel.  Commercial reactors in the
United States are capable of safely using MOX fuel.  The commercial reactors
selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose operational
life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium disposition
program.  The SRS reactors are much older and predate most of the regulatory
requirements to which commercial reactors are designed.

MD169–6 NRC Licensing

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information.  As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked
to provide environmental information to support their proposals.  This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract.  DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public
as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999.  This
Supplement included a description of the affected environment around the
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of
this SPD EIS, respectively).  During the 45-day period for public comment on
the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments.  Responses to those comments are
provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.
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MD169–7 NRC Licensing

The regulatory process will be the same as for any request to amend
a 10 CFR 50 operating license.  The reactor licensee will initiate the process
by submitting an amendment request to NRC in accordance with 10 CFR 50.90.
Safety and environmental analyses commensurate with the level of potential
impact are submitted in support of, and as part of, the amendment request.
NRC reviews the submitted information and denies or approves the request.
The review process may involve submittal of additional information and
face-to-face meetings between the licensee and NRC, and may result in
modified license amendment requests.  NRC would continue to regulate the
commercial reactors.

MD169–8 Waste Management

The characteristics of MOX spent fuel would be similar to those of LEU
spent fuel.  As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel
would be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic,
commercial reactors.  Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is
not expected to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX
assemblies for some of the LEU assemblies.  The additional spent fuel
assemblies from the use of MOX fuel would not require different spent fuel
storage at the reactor sites.  Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a
very small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic
repository.  This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized
plutonium and MOX spent fuel.  As directed by the U.S. Congress through
the NWPA, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently
being characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent
fuel.  DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual
closure of a potential geologic repository.
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MD169–9 Cost

DOE would not assume any obligation for stranded costs under the
alternatives for the surplus plutonium disposition program.

MD169–10 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that environmental cleanup at
SRS would be affected by new initiatives, especially those that would produce
additional waste, DOE’s changing leadership, and changes imposed by the
U.S. Congress.  Cleanup at SRS is still a priority, will remain a priority, and can
coexist with other DOE initiatives.  The surplus plutonium disposition program
would be conducted in a way which ensures that cleanup remains a priority
at SRS and that the production of any additional waste is processed and
disposed of in a timely and environmentally acceptable manner.
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SCD101–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD67–1 DOE Policy

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed
facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing,
and these facilities complement existing missions and take advantage of
existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD205–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  Use
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.  The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.
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SCD96–1 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.  The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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SCD96–2 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium content in
the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached
using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversion
process.  However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ensure
adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could not
be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environmental
impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to as plutonium
polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility was presented
in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS.  On the basis of public comments received
on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as part of the MOX
procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a component of the
MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide.
Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed
therein were added to the impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in
Chapter 4 of Volume I.  Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts
associated with plutonium polishing.
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SCD58–1 Feedstock

None of the commercial MOX fuel plants in Europe currently use a dry
process to produce plutonium dioxide.

SCD58–2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

DOE believes that beginning operations of the pit conversion facility in 2004
is a reasonable schedule.  While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the
first consolidated facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the
processes that would be used in this facility are not entirely new.  Many of
these processes are in use at LANL and LLNL, and each specific operation in
the dry pit conversion process has been successfully demonstrated.  However,
to ensure successful and timely transition to full-scale operation, DOE is
testing these components as an integrated system at LANL.  This pit
disassembly and conversion demonstration is focusing on equipment design
and process development and will provide information for fine-tuning the
process and operational parameters prior to pit conversion facility operation.
The information from the demonstration would be generated, gathered, and
be available on a continuous basis throughout the facility design phase.  A
copy of the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA
(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998) is available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.  In addition, because the information from this
demonstration would be used to supplement other information developed to
support the design of a full-scale pit conversion facility, it would not be
necessary for the demonstration to be completed before beginning pit
conversion facility design and construction.
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SCD95–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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MD285–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

A period of 60 days was allowed for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS,
and DOE accepted comments submitted by various means: public hearings,
mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.  Although it did
not extend the comment period, DOE did consider, to the extent possible,
comments received after the close of that period.

MD285–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for reducing the nuclear
weapons stockpile, and opposition to using either immobilization or the MOX
approach to surplus plutonium disposition.  DOE has extensively studied
technologies for this purpose, and in the Storage and Disposition PEIS
identified and evaluated a number of potentially acceptable technologies.
However, many of these technologies were determined to be unacceptable
for reasons of complexity, the cost or time for implementation, and the degree
to which the resulting form met the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel
Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus
weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons
use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent
nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.  Based on these analyses and
other available information, the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS
reduced the number of technologies that would continue to be considered to
those evaluated in this SPD EIS: immobilization in either a ceramic or glass
form, and MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation.  This SPD EIS evaluates the
potential impacts of waste generation for each of the proposed alternatives.
As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel and other
wastes would be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic,
commercial reactors.  Spent fuel and waste management at the proposed
reactor sites  is not expected to change dramatically due to the substitution
of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU assemblies.  Likewise, the additional
spent fuel would be a very small fraction of the total that would be managed
at the potential geologic repository.


